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Sir: 



Further to the Interview Summary mailed to Applicant's representative on July 28, 
2008, Applicant submits the following Statement of the Substance of the Interview. 

Apphcant thanks Examiner Cao for conducting a personal interview with AppUcant's 
undersigned representative on July 1 8, 2008. During the interview. Applicant's undersigned 
representative argued that the Examiner's previous rejections made under 35 U.S.C. §101, 
§ 1 1 2, and § 1 03 were overcome for at least the reasons presented in Applicant's Amendment 
and Reply filed on June 20, 2008 and incorporated by reference herein. Agreement was not 
reached; however, the Examiner agreed to reconsider further all the previous rejections in 
light of the remarks presented in the Amendment and Reply filed on June 20, 2008. 

During the interview Applicant's representative fiirther clarified that the claim 
language "evaluating the service request based on at least one dynamically alterable 
condition dependent rule, an original or modified data in the service request, md at least one 
of a present software system state and a past software system " (emphasis added) as set forth 
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in claim 1 constituted an explicit recitation that the step of evaluating the service request 
was based on at least three elements (i)-(iii), namely, (i) at least one dynamically alterable 
condition dependent rule, (ii) an original or modified data in the service request, and (iii) at 
least one of a present software system state and a past software system." (element notation 
(i)-(iii) added here for purposes of illustration). Accordingly, Applicant's representative 
argued that the Examiner could not properly read this step in claim 1 so broadly that the step 
of evaluating the service request was based on only one of the elements (i), (ii), or (iii) since 
such a reading is contrary to the literal language of the claim. No agreement was reached. 
Applicant's undersigned indicated they would review claim 1 again and consider whether a 
supplemental amendment is needed for claim 1; however this is now moot given these 
clarifying remarks. If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication 
will expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned at the number provided. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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